In German, complex wh-interrogatives can optionally be formed by inserting the 3 rd person neuter wh-pronoun was in the matrix (Spec,CP) position, instead of long-distance wh-raising. It is generally assumed that 'expletive' was serves as a placeholder for a contentful whexpression lower down in the sentence, which substitutes for it at the level of semantic interpretation. It can be shown, however, that the putative wh-expletive was in German is actually a CP-proform base-generated in matrix object position, and that it is not subject to expletive replacement at LF. As an alternative to previous accounts, I propose a complex predicate analysis of the German was...w construction according to which was is a θ-marked object pronoun capable of licensing a predicative CP in V-complement position. This analysis is consistent with Rothstein's (1995) claim that true object expletives do not exist.
Introduction
As an alternative to long-distance wh-extraction, German permits a construction that involves short wh-movement plus insertion of the 3rd person neuter interrogative pronoun was 'what' in the CP specifier position of the matrix clause, as in (1b).
(1) a. The presence of the 'dummy' wh-pronoun was in (1b) marks the matrix clause out as a direct question, and appears to extend the scope of the contentful wh-expression in the subordinate clause, rendering the two sentences virtually synonymous ( Van Riemsdijk 1983) . In colloquial German, option (1b) tends to be preferred over (1a). Similar 'scope marking'
constructions are attested in a number of other languages including Frisian (Hiemstra 1986 ),
Hungarian (Kiss 1991 , Horvath 1997 , Romani (McDaniel 1989) , Hindi (Mahajan 1990 , Dayal 1994 , Bengali (Bayer 1996) , and Arabic (Wahba 1991 , Ouhalla 1996 . 1 The fact that the two clauses in (1b) are not separated by an intonation break, and that the subordinate clause exhibits V-final order, shows that we are dealing with a true embedding structure rather than with a parenthetical construction along the lines of What do you think -who did
Mary meet?.
Only wh-interrogatives may be used in the was...w construction; yes/no interrogatives, on the other hand, are not possible:
(2) *Was glaubst du ob Maria Mel Gibson getroffen hat? what think you if M.
Mel Gibson met has
There is no restriction on the type or number of contentful wh-expressions that appear in the subordinate clause.
(3) Was glaubst du wann Hans an welcher Universität studiert hat? what think you when H. at which university studied has "When do you think Hans studied at which university?" (Dayal 1994: 140) In multiple embedding structures, each intermediate clause must normally be introduced by a separate instance of was:
(4) Was glaubst du was Peter sagt wen Maria getroffen hat?
what think you what P. says who M. met has "Who do you think Peter says Maria has met?" Some speakers (including myself), however, also permit intermediate clauses introduced by the declarative complementiser dass 'that' (compare also Müller 1997 , Fanselow & Mahajan 2000 , and Höhle 2000 . 1 This is not to imply that the 'scope marking' strategies found in these languages all represent the same syntactic phenomenon (see e.g. Beck & Berman 2000 , Cheng 2000 , Dayal 2000 , Mahajan 2000 , McDaniel 1989 , Horvath 1997 , or Sabel 2000 for some discussion of cross-linguistic variation in this area). Accounting for what appears to be a non-standard type of unbounded dependency relationship between was and its putative wh-associate(s) has proven a somewhat recalcitrant problem for transformational grammar (see Kathol 1999 , Simpson 2000 , and the collection of articles in Lutz, Müller & Stechow 2000 for some recent discussion). 2 In the generative literature, three main types of analysis have been proposed for the was...w construction in the past, all of which take was to be some kind of expletive element:
A. The partial movement analysis, according to which was is a wh-expletive base-generated in the specifier of the matrix CP and replaced by the contentful wh-phrase in the embedded clause at LF (Stechow & Sternefeld 1988 , McDaniel 1989 ;
B. the indirect dependency analysis, which holds that was is a CP-expletive that originates in matrix object position, and which is semantically associated with an interrogative adjunct clause (Dayal 1994 );
C. the single constituent analysis, which takes was to be a CP-expletive base-generated as the head of a complex DP object of the matrix verb, and which triggers LF pied-piping of its
[+wh] complement clause (Mahajan 1996) .
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These three analyses are represented schematically in (6a-c) below: Earlier versions of most of the articles in Lutz, Müller & Stechow (2000) have previously appeared in the workshop proceedings edited by Lutz & Müller (1996) . In what follows, the older version of a paper will only be cited if it differs in relevant respects from the more recent one. 3 The single constituent analysis (C) represents a variant of the indirect dependency approach (B) insofar as it also assumes that the relationship between was and the contentful whexpression in the embedded clause is only indirect. As both analyses make somewhat different predictions though, each will be examined separately in section 3 below.
As it turns out, all of these suggestions are empirically and theoretically inadequate. The purpose of this paper is to present a novel analysis of the was...w construction that does not suffer from any of the shortcomings of the proposals in (A)-(C) above, and which is broadly compatible with Chomsky's (1995, and later) minimalist framework. The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In section 2, I show that the partial movement account -which currently seems to represent the majority view -is not in fact tenable. The alternative possibility that was is a sentential object expletive is discussed, and eventually dismissed, in section 3. As an alternative to existing accounts, section 4 introduces a complex predicate analysis of the was...w construction. Specifically, I suggest that was is a θ-marked object pronoun that originates in the specifier of V, and licenses a predicative CP in V-complement position that must match with respect to the feature [+wh] . This 'interrogative concord' can be seen as analogous to case and φ-feature concord in nominal 'small clauses' as in (7) The suggested analysis retains the spirit of Dayal's indirect dependency analysis while overcoming some of its empirical shortcomings. It is also in line with Rothstein's (1995) proposal that apparent object expletives in sentences like I regretted it that he was late are actually θ-marked pronouns.
Problems with the partial movement analysis
Many earlier analyses ( Van Riemsdijk 1983 , Stechow & Sternefeld 1988 , McDaniel 1989 , Bayer 1996 Note that some varieties of German also permit the use of a wh-copying strategy (alongside the was...w construction), which is illustrated in (i).
(i) Wer glaubst du wer Recht hat? who think you who right has "Who do you think is right?" (adapted from Höhle 2000: 257)
As has been noted by Höhle (2000) , Pafel (2000) and others, the copy construction does not pattern fully with the was...w construction though. According to Fanselow & Mahajan (2000) , the copy construction represents a variant of long-distance wh-extraction. Moreover, the lack of certain scope interactions observed by Pafel (2000) indicates that contrary to what is assumed under the partial movement approach, was is not replaced by the 'real' wh-phrase at LF. For illustration, compare the examples in (17) and (18), each of which contains both an existential (wo 'where') and a universal (jeder 'everyone') quantifier (examples adapted from Pafel 2000: 339, 346f.) . 6 Further differences in locality requirements ('island effects') between was and its putative whphrase associate on the one hand, and the contentful wh-phrase and its trace on the other, have been noted by Gamon (1995) . (17) The absence of a wide scope reading for wo 'where' in (18b) suggests that wo fails to undergo LF raising across the quantified subject jeder 'everyone' to replace was. Mary who-with will-talk "Who does John think Mary will talk to?" (Dayal 1994: 138) The fact that most speakers of German reject examples with was in situ has often been cited as a strong argument in favour of the partial movement analysis. As noted by Höhle (2000: 7 Parasitic gaps are normally licensed by referential wh-expressions only. Fanselow & Mahajan (2000: 204-206) , however, suggest that the gaps licensed by expletive was may be different from ordinary parasitic gaps (compare also Brandner (2000: 49) (among others), on the other hand, considers echo was…w questions generally ungrammatical, which according to her follows from the expletive nature of was. Given that in-situ wh-expressions in echo questions must be able to carry stress, and that expletives are generally unstressed, we do not expect wh-expletives to be licensed in in-situ echo questions. Note, however, that independent of the controversy surrounding the acceptability of examples like (i), the expletive character of was is called into question by the observation that was can carry stress in non-echo questions (signalling e.g. disbelief): Fanselow & Mahajan (2000: 200f.) note some exceptions to the latter generalisation though. They suggest that the reason why was does not normally co-occur with subject questions is that subject questions tend to be factive, and point out that factive clauses are usually incompatible with the was strategy anyway (compare [i] below, cited by Fanselow & Mahajan 2000: 201) . Summarising the discussion thus far, the direct dependency analysis fails to offer a satisfactory account of the syntax of wh-expletive constructions, and wrongly predicts that they should be fully synonymous with their putative long-distance movement correlates.
iv. Was originates lower than matrix (Spec,CP). The ability of was
Instead, the above observations indicate that was originates in object position, and that its associate is the embedded CP rather than the wh-expression(s) it contains.
v. Theoretical problems
Note that from a theoretical perspective, the partial movement account is not obviously compatible with minimalist assumptions (Chomsky 1995, and Cheng (2000), Sabel (2000) and Simpson (2000) all suggest possible ways of reconciling the partial movement approach with Chomsky's minimalist framework. Cheng's account crucially exploits Chomsky's (1995) Making matters worse, Fanselow & Mahajan (2000: 195) point out that the option of basegenerating expletive was in matrix (Spec,CP) does not appear to be available in Chomsky's (1998) These rather more technical problems apart, Cheng's analysis, being based on the assumption that was and the contentful wh-phrase are part of a single movement chain, offers no straightforward explanation for the observed syntactic and semantic differences between the wh-expletive construction and long-distance wh-extraction.
A somewhat different approach from Cheng's has been taken by Sabel (2000) . Thus partial movement is triggered by the need for the embedded wh-phrase to be 'visible' to matrix C. The fact that the lower wh-phrase need not be in a Specifier-Head relation with matrix C, and the observation that wh-expletive questions and ordinary long-distance whquestions appear to be subject to different locality constraints can be explained, according to
Simpson, by the assumption that the function of the wh-expletive is to reset, or loosen, the locality requirements of matrix C. While Simpson's account manages to avoid most of the problems that arise from the more traditional assumption that was and its associate wh-phrase are related through movement, the idea that raising of the embedded wh-phrase to intermediate (Spec,CP) should be triggered by matrix C is difficult to reconcile with standard minimalist assumptions on the locality of movement and feature checking. What is more, by assuming that the wh-expletive's 'associate' is the contentful wh-phrase rather than the embedded CP, his analysis -like Cheng's and Sabel's -fails to provide any explanation for the observation that was is interpreted as a CP-proform.
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Note that this suggestion is incompatible with Chomsky's (1998) assumption that the [wh] feature carried by a wh-expression is uninterpretable, and hence must be checked -an assumption that also raises problems for Simpson's (2000) analysis.
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Like Fanselow & Mahajan (2000) and Mahajan (2000) , Simpson (2000) assumes that was originates in a case-checking position rather than being base-generated in (Spec,CP).
In sum, although it appears possible for the partial movement analysis to be revised in such a way so as to render it broadly compatible with Chomsky's (1995) framework, the above analyses all have difficulty accounting for the observed syntactic and/or semantic differences between full and partial movement structures. I shall argue below that like their predecessors, minimalist variants of the partial movement analysis are built upon the erroneous assumptions (i) that some kind of direct dependency is established between was and the contentful whexpression in the lower clause, and (ii) that the embedded clause is headed by a noninterrogative, or [-wh], C.
3.
Was as an object expletive
The indirect dependency hypothesis
Expletives are semantically and grammatically impoverished elements that serve as placeholders for some 'meaningful' associate. On standard assumptions, expletives lack a θ-role, and are replaced by, or pied-pipe along, their associate (or the associate's formal features) at LF (Chomsky 1986 (Chomsky , 1995 . Contrary to subject expletives, which have been extensively discussed in the recent literature, object expletives have received comparatively little attention in the past (see e.g. Authier 1991 , Rothstein 1995 , or Stroik 1996 All versions of the indirect dependency approach to the was…w construction implement the idea that was originates in a position normally associated with direct objects. According to Dayal (1994) , was is base-generated in matrix object position, while its associate -the embedded interrogative CP -is adjoined to the matrix CP or IP.
Note that although Dayal (1994: 151) refers to the matrix wh-pronoun as an expletive, her analysis in fact implies that it is argumental, as is stated explicitly in Dayal (2000: 164) . The link between was and the embedded wh-phrase is only indirect, with was being semantically interpreted as an existential quantifier over propositions whose (covert) restriction is spelled out by the embedded interrogative CP.
13 As Horvath (2000) points out, the indirect dependency approach is a priori better compatible with minimalist theory than the partial movement approach because according to the former, all wh-movement (and associated whfeature checking) takes place locally. It also avoids the problems and questions raised by analysing was as a (semantically void) 'scope marker', or as a phonetic realisation of some feature(s) of the embedded contentful wh-phrase. By assuming that was rather than the embedded CP functions as the direct object of the matrix verb, the subcategorisation puzzle, which constitutes one of the major problems for the partial movement analysis, has a straightforward solution. Unfortunately though, Dayal's adjunction hypothesis turns out to be problematic as it can be shown that the embedded interrogative CP is syntactically a complement rather than an adjunct.
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This idea is consistent with the observation that in all languages that show scope marking, the lexical item used as a wh-expletive is analogous to English what in that it can quantify over propositions (Dayal 1994: 162) . While maintaining the claim that wh-scope markers universally take a sentential associate, Dayal (2000) does not rule out the possibility that German was may originate in matrix (Spec,CP).
i. Bound pronouns.
Contrary to what is suggested in Dayal (1994: 151f.) Taken together, the above observations indicate that the embedded interrogative CP is structurally a complement of V rather than an adjunct.
Other variants of the indirect dependency approach assume that the matrix wh-phrase is genuinely 'expletive' in that it originates not in an argument position, but in the position associated with objective case-checking, that is, in (Spec,AgrOP) or (Spec,vP) (Fanselow & Mahajan 2000 , Mahajan 2000 , or Horvath 1997 . While this assumption avoids the problems raised by Dayal's adjunction hypothesis, it does, in turn, give rise to the familiar subcategorisation puzzle in that it implies that the embedded interrogative CP functions as a thematic argument of the matrix verb. That is, (ii) can only be understood in the sense that Hans makes a certain utterance every time he meets Maria, but not as quasi-synonymous with (i).
Problems with the single constituent analysis
It would seem that the subcategorisation puzzle, along with several other problems posed by the was...w construction, would disappear under the assumption that the wh-expletive and its associate CP form a single constituent at some level of representation. Mahajan (1996) Unfortunately, the complex DP analysis faces a number of empirical and theoretical problems as well.
i. Selectional restrictions. As pointed out by Bayer (1996) , verbs that permit the was...w construction typically select propositions rather than individuals as their internal argument.
Those that readily admit DP objects seem to vary systematically in meaning depending on the category of their complement. The verb glauben (lit. 'believe'), for instance, is understood as a 'pure attitude verb' when combined with a CP but takes on a more specific meaning along the lines of 'take for granted without having evidence' when selecting a full DP (Bayer 1996: 227) .
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See Herburger (1994) for a similar suggestion. Note that the use of expletive determiners is independently attested in German (compare Longobardi 1994).
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Another variant of the single constituent analysis for object-expletive structures is Stroik's (1996) proposal that CP-expletives such as English it originate in the specifier of their associate CP. As in the was...w construction, the specifier position of the embedded CP is filled by a wh-phrase, this possibility would seem to be ruled out for wh-expletive structures though. In sum, there is no evidence that was and its associate CP form a complex DP constituent at any stage in the derivation.
Summary
The above observations suggest that while Dayal's (1994) claim that was is a CP-proform generated in object position is essentially correct, there is evidence that the embedded interrogative CP is structurally a complement of V rather than an adjunct. This raises the question of how each of the two is formally licensed, an issue that will be addressed in the next section. See Felser & Rupp (to appear) for arguments that apparent subject expletives may also be thematic.
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This idea is consistent with Reis' (2000: 381) observation that "although initial was figures as a kind of scope-marking expletive in was...w constructions, it must be simultaneously licensed as a possible object of the matrix verb of the was-clause, just as if it were part of a parenthetical clause." That is, verbs like scheinen 'seem' or erinnern 'remember', for example, that cannot take was as their direct object do not permit the was...w construction either.
iii. Syntactic mobility. Although incompatible with most (active) subject questions, was is capable of undergoing argument movement, notably passivisation. An anonymous reviewer points out that since judgements on such rather unnatural-sounding examples are not very reliable, any argument derived from them will carry only limited force. I agree with Sabel's judgements here though, at least as far as the relative acceptability of (40) versus (41) Rothstein's (1995) claim that true object expletives do not exist. She argues that because true expletives are licensed through syntactic predication rather than θ-marking, they can only ever originate in subject position. If this view is correct, then apparent object expletives such as it in (26) above are either subjects of ECM or small clause complements, or -as in the case of German was -θ-marked object pronouns. The fact that was (as opposed to expletive es 'it') is unable to function as the subject of small clauses as in (42) vii. Negation. The negative island effect noted earlier also follows from the assumption that was is argumental. According to Dayal (1994: 167) , the fact that wh-expletive constructions are bad if the matrix clause is negated is due to a condition on negative questions to the effect that they require D-linked domains. That is, to the extent that it makes any sense at all to ask a negative question such as What don't you think?, it is necessary that a (finite) set of possible answers can be presupposed, or is previously established in the discourse (as it would otherwise be impossible to enumerate all the things that X does not think). Given this, the hypothesis that was is a CP-proform explains why negative long-distance wh-movement structures such as (15a) are possible while negative was...w constructions are not.
The complex predicate hypothesis
In this section I propose an alternative analysis for the was...w construction which argues that the matrix verb and the embedded interrogative clause together form a syntactically complex predicate, whose semantic subject is the putative 'object expletive' was. Specifically, I suggest that was originates in the specifier of VP, where it is assigned the θ-role of Theme. It checks structural accusative (or nominative, in subject questions or passive contexts), and raises further to matrix (Spec,CP) in order to check the interrogative feature of the matrix C. The embedded CP is an unselected complement of V that is licensed not through θ-marking but through being predicated of the object pronoun was. Sentence (1b) Was glaubst du wen Maria getroffen hat? then has the following simplified structure:
wen j Maria t j getroffen hat
The analysis in (43) accounts for our earlier observations that (i) was originates lower than matrix (Spec,CP), (ii) the embedded wh-clause is a complement rather than an adjunct, and (iii) was is not subject to expletive replacement at LF, either by the wh-phrase in the embedded clause, or by the lower CP itself. Similar analyses have been suggested by Contreras (1995) and Williams (1997) for what appear to be non-constituent 'small clauses', as in They consider him a fool (where FP denotes some functional projection such as Chomsky's 1995 'small' vP) :
In short, I propose that was is a θ-marked object pronoun capable of licensing a secondary predicate, a [+wh] CP located in V-complement position. As the embedded wh-clause is incompatible with the verb's Theme role, the only way to avoid an interpretative mismatch is for it to be construed predicatively. 20 Far from being a syntactic dummy, then, the interrogative pronoun was serves two important functions besides that of marking the main clause out as a wh-question: it is the internal argument of the main verb, and is semantically interpreted as the subject of the embedded predicative wh-clause.
Note that the predicative use of wh-interrogatives is independently attested. As far as its semantic function is concerned, the embedded CP in the was...w construction is similar to a relative clause. Restrictive relatives function semantically as predicates (compare e.g. Heim & Kratzer 1998: 86ff.) . Formally, the lower CP resembles free relatives as in (45) There is no direct syntactic dependency between was and the lower wh-phrase, only an abstract subject-predicate relationship between was and the complement CP.
The above analogy may extend even further: In the same way as a relative clause restricts the set of possible referents of the 'head' DP, the embedded CP in the was...w construction appears to restrict the set of possible answers to questions of the type What do you think?.
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The assumption that the complement in the was...w construction is a type of relative clause would also explain speakers' intuitions that unlike was-parentheticals, was...w sentences are not in fact understood as involving two independent questions. Rather, the only interrogative operator present is the object pronoun was. The relative pronoun in the embedded clause, by contrast, is semantically vacuous (compare Chomsky 1995: 56, among others), and primarily required for complement-internal checking purposes (see also section 4.3 below). Like relative clauses, the was...w construction, then, illustrates the possibility that syntactic and semantic interrogativity may be dissociated.
Under the proposed analysis, intermediate dass clauses (for those speakers who permit them)
are not a problem as they can be analysed as involving ordinary long-distance extraction of was from the intermediate clause:
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Under this view, it is the embedded CP rather than was that is 'expletive' in the sense of being a non-thematic expression base-generated in an argument position (an observation I owe to J. Ouhalla).
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Compare Dayal's (1996: 125) If a wh-feature is analogous to case, as Chomsky (1998: 21) suggests, then interrogative concord would seem to be determined in the same way as case concord is determined between a small clause subject and its predicate -through the predication relation itself, or perhaps as a morphological reflex of an abstract agreement (or matching, see Chomsky 1998) relation.
(52) a. VP b. VP ru ru was [+wh] V' DP [ACC] V' ru ru V CP [+wh] V DP [ACC] On the assumption that concord must be established locally (presumably, under c-command) , the complex predicate analysis provides the necessary configuration for interrogative concord to obtain. Note that interrogative concord appears to be mirrored by 'declarative concord' in non-interrogative contexts: The [-wh] counterpart of was, the CP-expletive es 'it', can only occur with embedded declaratives.
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Brandner (2000) Given the proposed analysis, the ill-formedness of (54b) follows from the assumption that infinitival clauses either lack a CP layer altogether, or are headed by a C whose feature specification does not match that of was. The idea that infinitives in German cannot be specified for the feature [+wh] is independently confirmed by the observation that embedded zu-infinitives do not normally permit internal wh-raising, either (compare Fanselow & Mahajan 1996: 142f.) Here, it is conceivable that a null counterpart of was originates in matrix object position, and raises to the specifier of the interrogative C.
A residual problem: wh in-situ
The assumption that was originates in an argument position predicts that it should also occur in situ, and that it should itself be able to license in-situ wh-phrases. The virtual absence of in-situ was has in the past been taken as evidence that was is indeed nothing but a 'scope marker', and that it must be base-generated in matrix (Spec,CP). I would like to suggest, however, that the restriction against was in situ is a consequence of a more general constraint against certain types of in-situ was, and hence does not pose a problem for the present analysis. As noted by Fanselow & Mahajan's (2000) , raising of was in multiple wh-questions is obligatory whenever was is modified. Chomsky (1998) , on the other hand, assumes that raising is triggered by an EPP feature in C, and that a wh-expression's uninterpretable [wh] feature must be checked under Q-agreement with an interrogative C. While a detailed discussion of these technical intricacies is beyond the scope of this article, it is worth noting that the validity of the present analysis remains unaffected by any such revisions to the theory of feature checking. In the was…w construction, all wh-movement is both local and overt, and targets (the specifiers of) interrogative heads.
(56) a. Er hat mir was Schönes gesagt he has me what nice said "He said something nice to me." b.
Was hat er dir denn Schönes gesagt? what has he you PRT nice said "Which nice things did he say to you?" c.
Wer hat dir denn was Schönes gesagt? who has you PRT what nice said = "Who said something nice to you?" ≠ "Who said which nice things to you?" In (56a), was is modified by a nominalised adjective, and has an indefinite interpretation (i.e., it is synonymous with etwas 'something'). Similarly, modified was in wh-interrogative clauses such as (56c) can only be understood as an indefinite determiner, not as an in-situ whpronoun. In other words, a multiple question reading is not in fact available for (56c). In (56b), on the other hand, was is clearly interrogative, and the modifier Schönes 'nice' -which must remain in situ -is understood predicatively. The absence of an interrogative reading for was in (56c) indicates that for modified was to be interpreted as a [+wh] interrogative pronoun it must raise to (Spec,CP); if it remains in situ, it will inevitably receive a noninterrogative indefinite interpretation. Consider now the was…w construction. In section 3.2 I showed that was cannot plausibly be analysed as the head of a complex DP. Instead, was has been analysed as a wh-pronoun modified by a predicative CP, with which it agrees with respect to the feature [+wh] . However, since modified was will only be interpreted as a [+wh] interrogative pronoun if it undergoes raising, we expect in-situ was to be effectively excluded from the was…w construction (with the possible exception of focused was -see note 8).
Leaving was is situ will normally lead to its being construed as an indefinite determiner -a possibility that is excluded here on both syntactic and semantic grounds though.
As regards the licensing of in-situ wh-expressions by was, Haider (2000: 233f.) observes that the acceptability of such sentences seems to depend on the type of in-situ phrase used.
Specifically, he notes that only wh-elements that quantify over individual terms (such as wer 'who' in [57b] ) can appear in situ in multiple was…w questions, but not wh-expressions that quantify over higher-order entities.
(57) a.
* where oil to find was "Where did who think that oil was to be found?"
Haider argues that this outcome is exactly as predicted by an independently motivated descriptive generalisation to the effect that wh-operators that do not quantify over individual terms do not license each other. Since under the present analysis, was is interpreted as a quantifier over propositions, we expect it to be unable to license anything other than quantifiers over individuals. In short, whatever the source of the above semantic constraint may be, the failure of wh-operators quantifying over higher-order terms to license certain types of wh-in situ phrase it is not specific to the was...w construction, and hence does not constitute an argument against the present analysis. that it involves a genuine embedding structure. The embedded clause turns out to be an unselected complement of the matrix verb, and as such can only be construed predicatively.
Conclusion
The apparent object expletive was, on the other hand, has been analysed as a θ-marked pronoun. This conclusion is consistent with Rothstein's (1995) claim that true object expletives do not in fact exist. Whether or not the proposed analysis can be extended to all apparent object expletives is a question that will be left for future research.
